tistical computer which receives a stream of information about the stimuli, accumulates this information, or some transformation of it, in an '"adder," and matches a running total of this accumulated information against some predetermined criterion value. For example, the information might represent dissimilarity of the two stimuli, so that the subject would judge "different" if the running total accumulates beyond the criterion within a certain interval, determined by task requirements of speed and accuracy. In this case, the judgment "same" would occur only if the criterion value for the judgment "different" is not reached within the allotted interval; thus, on the average, "different" judgments would be reached earlier than "same" judgments. The reverse would be true if the information represented similarity of the two stimuli.
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Another possibility is that there are two adders, one accumulating dissimilarity information and the other accumulating similarity information. Assuming that, correspondingly, there are also two criteria, the judgment reached would depend upon whether the "different" input accumulates to the level of the "different" criterion before the "same" input accumulates to the level of the "same" criterion, or vice versa. Response latency would then depend upon (i) the input rates of dissimilarity and similarity information-that is, on the relative preponderance of similarities or dissimilarities in the comparison stimuli; and (ii) the stringency of the criterion-that is, the magnitude of the cumulative total an adder must reach before the corresponding judgment would be given. Errors would be a function only of the stringency of the criterion; the greater the stringency the fewer the errors. To account for the longer latencies and greater frequency of 'error for "same" judgments, it is again sufficient to postulate that the "same" criterion is more stringent than the "different" criterion. What factors determine the adoption of a more stringent criterion of sameness than of differentness? The significant interaction between judgment and discriminability in experiment 1 suggests that the difficulty of the discrimination may be one such factor; as discrimination difficulty decreases, the stringency of the "same" criterion is lowered relative to that of the "dif- This omission is here corrected. (6) . Fig. 2 (right). Similar to Fig. 1 Part of their concern (1) arose because the Michaelis constants for xanthine oxidase in the cited papers were higher than those found in work at Duke University (8 
